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Abstract 
Leisure is viewed worldwide as an important developmental context for adolescents. As 
leisure research and programs are shared across nations, it is crucial to examine the 
cultural equivalence of leisure-related constructs and how they are related. Grounded in 
self-determination theory, this study explored the influence of perceived parental control 
and leisure restructuring ability on leisure motivation (amotivation and autonomous 
motivation) using samples of eighth grade adolescents in the United States and South 
Africa. Results of multiple-group structural equation modeling showed that the 
measurement model of the constructs was equivalent across the two samples, but the 
determinants of leisure motivation differed between the two samples. The findings 
provide implications for future cross-cultural research in leisure and offer insights on 
design and adaptation of leisure-based intervention and education programs in different 
cultural contexts. 
 
Introduction 
Adolescent leisure has received increased attention from researchers and policy makers 
in many countries. Globally, leisure is viewed as an important developmental context in 
which the lives of youth can be significantly improved (Coatsworth et al., 2005; Larson, 
2000; Verma & Larson, 2003). At the same time, cross-national research has examined 
the role of leisure as a context of risk (e.g., Patterson, Pegg, & Dobson-Paterson, 2000) and 
reported on leisure-based prevention interventions to reduce risky behaviors such as 
substance abuse and risky sexual activities (Caldwell, Weichold, & Smith, 2006) in 
countries such as Australia, Germany, and South Africa. Many of these studies used theories 
of self-determination and motivation as a theoretical basis because leisure motivation plays 
a crucial role in shaping leisure experience, associated developmental outcomes (Reddon, 
Pope, Friel, & Sinha, 1996), and risky behaviors (Palen, Caldwell, & Smith, 2007). 
 
Despite the importance of leisure to youth development worldwide, few studies have 
explored how different types of leisure motivation develop and are maintained among 
adolescents in diff rent nations or cultural contexts (Mannell, 2005; Walker, Deng, & 
Dieser, 2005). Particularly, as leisure-based programs to prevent risky behaviors and 
promote healthy behaviors are transported from developed countries to developing 
countries, researchers must understand whether and to what extent the constructs and 
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theoretical models from the Western studies are culturally relevant (Cheung, Van de Vijver, 
& Leong, 2011). 
 
Self-determination theory (SDT; e.g., Deci & Ryan, 2012a; Ryan & Deci, 2000a) is a 
relevant and important theory in developmental psychology and leisure literature. SDT 
suggests that optimal functioning is closely related to individuals’ needs to become 
motivated by an internal desire to engage in activities (i.e., internal regulation or 
autonomous motivation). Developing a sense of autonomy, a hallmark of SDT, is 
considered a crucial process as a child transitions into adolescence (Van Petegem, Beyers, 
Vansteenkiste, & Soenens, 2012). As young people develop a sense of autonomy, they gain 
greater freedom to choose and participate in self-managed leisure activities. Autonomous 
behavior is considered to be action that is self-endorsed and self-regulated and stems from 
an intrinsic desire to enact the behavior. Autonomous behavior is in contrast to behavior 
caused by an external pressure (e.g., parental pressure to take piano lessons), which is a 
form of external regulation in SDT (e.g., Van Petegem, et al.). Perceptions of being 
controlled by external forces undermine one’s self-determination (Deci & Ryan, 2012a). 
Autonomous motivation is linked with positive health and developmental outcomes (e.g., 
Deci & Ryan, 2012b; Waterman, 2004). There is less consistency, however, in the research 
on externally regulated behaviors. For example, depending on the child’s age or level of 
development, external regulation through parent practices may be positive, especially if 
parental practices are autonomy supportive (Caldwell & Darling, 1999; Sharp, Caldwell, 
Graham, & Ridenour, 2006). 
 
In this article, we explore whether a leisure-based measure of SDT is equivalent in two 
samples from two different cultural contexts (i.e., measurement invariance), one from a 
rural area in Pennsylvania and the other from a peri-urban area in South Africa. Past 
research on SDT has suggested that it is generalizable across cultures and nations (Deci 
& Ryan, 2012a; Van Petegem et al., 2012), but we do not know whether this 
generalizability holds when examining leisure motivation. We also explore whether 
perceptions of parental control by adolescents influence their leisure motivation. In 
addition, we add another construct thought to be associated with leisure motivation, ability 
to restructure one’s current unsatisfactory situation into a more satisfactory one (i.e., 
restructuring ability). 
 
Adolescent leisure motivation 
Grounded in self-determination theory (SDT; Deci & Ryan; 2012a; Ryan & Deci, 2000a; 
Ryan, Rigby, & King, 1993), we conceptualize adolescent leisure motivation from a 
multidimensional perspective. SDT examines human motivations and personality in social 
contexts by differentiating motivations as being autonomous or controlled. SDT 
identifies three basic types of motivation—amotivation, extrinsic motivation, and 
intrinsic motivation—that fall across a continuum of six types of regulation—amotivation, 
external, introjected, identified, integrated, and intrinsic. These motivation types differ in 
level of self-determinedness, regulatory process, and locus of causality. Amotivation 
represents nonintentional, nonregulated, and non-self-determined behavior. It describes 
situations where adolescents do not know why they participate in activities and have 
limited intention to do the activities. Extrinsic motivation covers (a) external regulation, 
which refers to participation in an activity to obtain desirable consequence (e.g., tangible 
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rewards) or avoid punishment (e.g., scolding from parents); (b) introjected regulation, 
which represents ego-related behavior driven by the perception of others’ opinions and 
attitude (e.g., to impress friends or avoid guilt); (c) identified regulation which refers to 
pursuit of an activity because the activity is valued by or felt personally important to the 
participants; activities undertaken are typically goal-oriented and purposeful; and (d) 
integrated motivation, which describes behaviors driven by one’s belief. Intrinsic 
motivation describes pursuit of an activity due to the inherent satisfaction derived from 
the participation (i.e., fully self-determined and internally regulated). According to SDT, 
external and introjected regulation are controlled motivation (i.e., externally regulated 
behaviors), while identified, integrated and intrinsic regulation represent autonomous 
motivation (i.e., internally regulated behaviors; Ryan & Deci, 2000a, 2000b; Sheldon & 
Elliot, 1998; Williams, Grow, Freedman, Ryan, & Deci, 1996). Individuals may possess 
different types of motivations at the same time for an activity. In addition, individuals may 
become more self-determined through assimilating and reconstituting formerly externally 
regulated behaviors, a process called internalization (Ryan, Connell, & Deci, 1985). 
 
This study focuses on amotivation and autonomous motivation (i.e., identified and intrinsic 
motivation) because developmentally these two types of motivations are associated with 
the most negative and positive outcomes. Self-determined behaviors are, in general, 
associated with greater well-being and health (Ryan & Deci, 2000a). More specifically, 
autonomous motivation is positively associated with identity development (Waterman, 
2004), autonomous behavior (Van Petegem et al., 2012), and development of interest 
(Hunter & Csikszentmihalyi, 2003) in adolescents. By definition, amotivation refers to 
nonintentional behaviors, and we would not expect to see the same positive outcomes as 
seen in goal-directed, intentional behavior. We did not include integrated motivation 
because the studied population was in early adolescence and was not expected to possess 
integrated motivation until they enter into late adolescence or early adulthood (Baldwin & 
Caldwell, 2003; Vallerand, 1997). 
 
Restructuring ability, parental control, and adolescent leisure motivation 
Individuals may differ in the ability to fill their free time with meaningful and personally 
satisfying activities (referred to self-as-entertainment theory; Mannell, 1984, 1985). 
Adolescents may feel amotivated if they are incapable of restructuring boring or less 
satisfactory experiences in a more pleasant way (Hunter & Csikszentmihaly, 1993). To 
cope with boredom during free time, adolescents also need to possess the ability to plan 
and organize meaningful and interesting activities and overcome barriers that prevent 
them from participating in those activities. Recently, the lack of ability to restructure a 
boring situation into something more interesting was related to higher levels of substance 
use in a longitudinal study across five to eight measurement occasions (Weybright, 
Caldwell, Ram, Smith, & Wegner, 2015). Thus, leisure restructuring ability is vital to 
positive youth development (Caldwell, Baldwin, Walls, & Smith, 2004; Larson, 2000). 
According to self-determination theory, perceived efficacy for an activity such as 
restructuring ability is a critical factor that influences individuals’ motivation for the 
activity. Lack of competence for an activity, meaning that an individual is unable to achieve 
the desired outcomes, could undermine individuals’ autonomous motivation for the 
activity and leave the individual unintentional and uninterested (i.e., amotivated). 
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In addition to restructuring ability, adolescents’ leisure motivation may be influenced by 
their parents (Caldwell, Darling, Payne, & Dowdy, 1999; Hutchinson, Baldwin, & Caldwell, 
2003). Elicitation and maintenance of autonomous motivation requires experience of 
autonomy and self-determination (Deci & Ryan, 2012a). In other words, adolescents must 
perceive that their behaviors are determined by themselves or if not completely self-
determined, at least supported by their parents. As the most important socializing agent in 
adolescents’ lives, parents may create an autonomy-supportive environment that promotes 
autonomous motivation or an autonomy-controlling environment that elicits amotivation 
(Mageau, Joussemet, Koestner, Moreau, & Forest, 2015), although research is scarce on 
the relationships between parenting practices and adolescents’ leisure motivations. 
 
Appropriate levels of monitoring by parents of adolescents’ free time may decrease 
adolescents’ risky behaviors such as substance use (Chilcoat, Dishion, & Anthony, 1995; 
Fletcher, Darling, & Steinberg, 1995). However, when parents put excessive control over 
adolescents’ use of free time, adolescents may experience loss of self-determination 
(Grolnick, Deci, & Ryan, 1997; Mageau et al., 2015; Pettit, Laird, Dodge, Bates, & Criss, 
2001). This in turn will likely thwart autonomous motivation (Mageau et al., 2015; Ryan, 
Mims, & Koestner, 1983). For example, Caldwell et al. (1999) found that adolescents 
experience high levels of amotivation and boredom in their free time when they perceive 
excessive control from parents or other adults. Further, parents may influence adolescents’ 
leisure motivation indirectly through affecting adolescents’ restructuring ability. If parents 
exert too much control over adolescents’ leisure time, adolescents may not have enough 
opportunities and freedom to develop their own leisure restructuring ability, which may 
increase adolescents’ amotivation and decrease their autonomous motivation (Kloep & 
Hendry, 2007). Recently, the term controlling parenting has been used to include both 
psychological control as well as behavioral control (Grolnick & Pomerantz, 2009; Mageau et 
al.). 
 
Understanding cross-cultural differences in context 
Developed and developing countries differ vastly in economic conditions and sociocultural 
opportunities, and this is true when comparing the United States and South Africa 
(International Monetary Fund, 2014), the two countries from which our samples were 
located. For example, compared to U.S. adolescents, many South African adolescents are 
raised in contexts with limited leisure and recreational resources (Caldwell et al., 2004; 
Wegner, 2011). These differences in conditions and opportunities, among other things, 
must be considered when attempting to understand the cultural equivalence of and 
associations among any constructs, and it is certainly true for understanding factors that 
influence adolescent development and risk behavior in and through leisure. 
 
Other cultural differences may also exist. In general, the United States may be 
characterized by a more individualistic culture (Bond, 1988; Triandis, 1989), in which the 
independent self is central. From this individualist perspective, people prioritize the 
importance of self-achievement and concern about their immediate family over larger 
community concerns. South Africa, on the other hand, generally has a more collectivistic 
culture in which social integration and conformity are more expected (Eaton & Louw, 
2000; Hofstede, 2001). 
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Compared to individualistic cultures, families in collectivistic cultures may have clearer 
hierarchies between generations, in which children and adolescents are more likely to 
obey parents and less likely to question parents’ decisions (Dennis & Giangreco, 1996; 
Leake & Black, 2005; Triandis, 1995). In addition, as nations become more globalized, 
some researchers speculate that the individualistic–collectivist (I-C) distinctions are 
becoming hazier. Kag˘ ıtçıba s¸ı (2007), for example, calls for a refinement of the I-C 
continuum to include normative I-C and relational I-C. The normative I-C refers to whether, 
or the degree to which, individual interests should be privileged over group (or societal) 
interests. Relational I-C, on the other hand, focuses on self-other relationships and the 
degree of separateness or connectedness to others is central. She further suggests that as 
modernization occurs, normative collectivism is replaced with normative individualization, 
which results in a less hierarchical family structure. At the same time, Kag˘ ıtçıba s¸ı suggests 
that conformity-obedience goals are stressed among ethnic minorities and low-
socioeconomic status groups in Western societies. Moreover, in contexts where children’s 
individualistic independence is not fostered, parents tend to exert higher levels of control. 
Based on these studies we anticipate that the South African sample in general has more 
family hierarchy and stronger conformity-obedience goals than the U.S. sample. 
 
In the meantime, it is important to note that the level of individualism/collectivism may 
vary between different ethnicities and groups within South Africa. For example, Allik and 
McCrae (2004) found that Black South Africans are more collectivistic, while White South 
Africans are more individualistic. Further, Wissing, Wissing, du Toit, and Temane (2006) 
suggested that Black South Africans might have become more individualistic with 
urbanization and development of higher socioeconomic status, although there is limited 
research on changes in cultural values among South Africans. Further, the two samples 
used in the current study are from different types of living environments, although both 
came from low-socioeconomic contexts with limited recreational opportunities. The South 
African sample comes from a peri-urban area, while the U.S. sample comes from a 
rural/small town area in the northeast. These contextual or micro-cultural differences may 
further compound the differences discussed previously. 
 
Research questions and hypotheses 
This study was undertaken to examine whether there were differences in the factorial 
structure of the constructs under study (i.e., perceived parental control, restructuring 
ability, autonomous motivation, and amotivation) as well as how these constructs are 
related to each other across two different samples from South Africa and the United 
States. We posited that perceived parental control would influence restructuring ability, and 
both would have a direct effect on amotivation and autonomous motivation. Specifically, 
based on Western theorizing, we hypothesized that adolescents who perceived their parents 
had too much control over their leisure would be less likely to possess restructuring ability 
and that perceived parental control would negatively influence autonomous motivation and 
positively influence amotivation. We also posited that restructuring ability would positively 
influence autonomous motivation and negatively influence amotivation. Furthermore, we 
hypothesized that restructuring ability would mediate the influence of perceived parental 
control on amotivation and autonomous motivation. Finally, we hypothesized that the 
associations among the constructs in the model would differ between South African and 
U.S. samples, given the economic and cultural differences between the two nations. 
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Methods 
Study design and participants 
Data for this study were collected from the control groups of two leisure-based prevention 
interventions. The first was a substance use prevention program implemented in schools 
in rural central Pennsylvania in the United States (see Caldwell, 2004; Caldwell et al., 
2004). The second intervention expanded and culturally adapted the first intervention and 
was launched in schools in a low-income township 15 miles outside Cape Town in South 
Africa (see Caldwell, Smith et al., 2004; Smith et al., 2008). This second intervention 
focused both on substance use and sexual risk behavior. Both interventions collected data 
through surveys from control and treatment schools. To filter the unwanted effect of 
intervention treatment, and because we were only interested in examining construct 
equivalence to understand how the relations among constructs were similar or diff rent, 
only students in the control schools were selected for this study. Specifically, the U.S. 
sample consisted of 310 students in the eighth grade from five schools, and the South 
African sample comprised 1,284 students in the same grade from five schools. Among the 
U.S. sample, 96.8% were white, while most of the South African sample (89.8%) were mixed 
race (also called Coloured). The U.S. and South African samples were similar in terms of 
age (US: M = 13.68; SD = .521 vs. SA: M = 13.98; SD = .812) and gender ratio (US: %Male = 
53.1 vs. SA: %Male = 49.2). 
 
In both the United States and South Africa, self-administered surveys were given in the 
schools by trained research assistants or staff. Both surveys were conducted in English 
and were approved by the institutional review boards at study-affiliated universities and by 
school administrators in the United States and South Africa. 
 
Measures 
Leisure motivations 
Leisure motivations were measured using items from the Free Time Motivation Scale for 
Adolescents (FTMS-A; Baldwin & Caldwell, 2003). Specifically, amotivation was 
measured by three items (e.g., I don’t know why I do my free time activities and I don’t 
really care; I don’t know why I do my free time activities, nothing much interests me). 
Autonomous motivation was measured by six items, which included identified motivation 
(e.g., I do what I do in my free time because it is important to me) and intrinsic 
motivation (e.g., I do what I do in my free time because I like what I do). Identified and 
intrinsic motivations both represent internally regulated behaviors (Ryan & Deci, 2000a), 
and the combination of these two motivations was supported by previous empirical studies 
(e.g., Sharp et al., 2006; Standage, Sebire, & Loney, 2008; Wilson, Blanchard, Nehl, & 
Baker, 2006; Williams et al., 1996). For each item, participants were asked to indicate their 
level of agreement using a 5-point scale (1 = strongly disagree; 5 = strongly agree). 
 
Leisure restructuring ability 
Restructuring ability was measured by a 4-item, 5-point (1 = strongly disagree; 5 = strongly 
agree) scale used in both studies: 1) In my free time, I know how to turn a boring situation 
into something that is more interesting to me; 2) I know how to keep up my interest in my 
free time activities to me; 3) I can make things more fun for myself in my free time; and 4) 
I am confident I can overcome things that get in the way of doing what I want to do in my 
free time. 
https://repository.uwc.ac.za/
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Perceived parental control 
Perceived parental control was measured using a 5-point scale (1 = strongly disagree; 
5 = strongly agree) that include two items: 1) My parents have too much control over what 
I do in my free time; and 2) There are things I would like to do in my free time but I am not 
allowed to do them. 
 
Data analytical strategy 
Multiple-Group Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was used to test the measurement 
invariance (i.e., invariance in factor structure and factoring loadings; MacCallum, 
Rosnowski, Mar, & Reith, 1994). Next, Multiple-Group Structural Equation Modeling 
(SEM) was used to test whether the interrelationships between parental control, 
restructuring ability, and leisure motivation differed between U.S. and South African 
adolescents. A total of 4% of cases had missing values. Removing those cases may bias the 
result of estimation (Graham, Cumsille, & Elek-Fisk, 2003; Shafer & Graham, 2002). 
Therefore, the full information maximum likelihood (FIML) feature in LISREL 9.20 
(Jöreskog & Sörbom, 1996; du Toit & du Toit, 2001) was used to obtain the parameter 
estimates that included missing data in the sample. 
 
The test of measurement invariance involved two steps (Byrne, Shavelson, & Muthèn, 
1989). First, a configural invariance model was estimated in which the factor structure 
was fixed as the same across the two groups while other model parameters were freely 
estimated for each group. Model fit indices indicated how well the same factor structure fit 
the two groups. Second, a factor loading invariance model was estimated where factor 
loadings were constrained to be equal across the two groups. The difference in goodness of 
fit between the two models was then used to assess factor loading invariance (Chen, 2007; 
Cheung & Rensvold, 2002). 
 
After ensuring measurement invariance, differences in the relationships between the latent 
constructs (i.e., path coefficients in the model) were examined between the two groups 
(Bollen, 1989). First, a baseline model was estimated in which all path coefficients were 
freely estimated for the two groups. Then a constrained model was estimated in which all 
path coefficients were constrained to be equal across the two groups. The Chi-square diff 
rence between the two models was used to assess the overall path coefficients invariance. In 
situations where the Chi-square difference for the overall test is significant, the equality 
constraint is put on each individual path coefficient to find out the one(s) that vary across 
groups. LISREL 9.20 was used to perform the multiple-group CFA and SEM. 
 
Results 
Descriptive statistics 
Table 1 reports the mean of each construct in the model for the U.S. and South African 
samples. Results of independent samples t-tests showed that overall U.S. and South 
African adolescents differed in the level of all constructs. On average, U.S. adolescents 
reported lower perceived parental control (MUS = 2.55 vs. MSA = 2.98, p < .001) and 
slightly higher restructuring ability (MUS = 3.89 vs. MSA = 3.78, p < .05) than South 
African adolescents. In terms of leisure motivation, U.S. adolescents on average reported 
lower levels of amotivation (MUS = 2.00 vs. MSA = 2.63, p < .001) and higher levels of 
https://repository.uwc.ac.za/
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autonomous motivation (MUS = 4.24 vs. MSA = 3.90, p < .001) than their South African 
counterparts. 
 
 
 
Test of measurement invariance 
The configural invariance model achieved a reasonable fit (χ 2 (168) = 463.008, p < .01; 
CFI = .9585; RMSEA = .0469; TLI = .9482; Bentler, 1992; Browne & Cudeck, 1993), 
supporting that the two groups shared the same factorial structure. For both groups, all the 
factor loadings were highly significant (p < .001; Table 2), indicating good convergent 
validity of the measurement (Cole, 1987). In terms of construct reliability (CR; Fornell & 
Lucker, 1981; Hair, Black, Babin, Anderson, & Tatham, 2006), the score for perceived 
parental control, restructuring ability, amotivation, and autonomous motivation were .62, 
.79, .75, and .81 for the U.S. group, and .59, .75, .71, and .83 for the South African group. 
This indicated that overall the measurement model had acceptable construct reliability for 
the two groups. After all factor loadings were constrained to be equal between the two 
groups (i.e., factor loading invariance model), the model fit remained similar (χ 2 (179) = 
547.646, p < .01; CFI = .9482; RMSEA = .0508; TLI = .9392). Although the change in 
Chiquare was statistically significant (∆χ 2 (11) = 84.638, p < .01), constraining a total of 15 
factor loadings only resulted in trivial change in both CFI and RMESA (i.e., ∆CFI = −.010; 
∆RMSEA = .004). In this case, the factor loadings can be considered invariant across the 
two groups (Chen, 2007; Cheung & Rensvold, 2002). 
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Test of path coefficients invariance 
The baseline model had a reasonable fit (χ 2 (179) = 547.646, p < .01; CFI = .9482; 
RMSEA = .0508; TLI = .9392). When all the path coefficients were constrained to be equal 
across the two groups, a significant change in Chi-square (∆χ 2(5) as observed. 
 
 
 
This indicated that there was an overall difference in path coefficients between the U.S. and 
South African groups. As a result, an equality constraint was put on each path coefficient 
individually to determine variation across groups. 
 
Results showed that each equality constraint caused a significant increase in Chi-square: 1) 
parental control – restructuring (∆χ 2 (1) = 6.198, p < .05); 2) parental control – amotivation 
(∆χ 2 (1) = 13.258, p < .01); 3) parental control – autonomous motivation (∆χ 2 (1) = 7.351, p 
< .01); 4) restructuring – amotivation (∆χ 2 (1) = 24.849, p < .01); and 5) restructuring – 
autonomous motivation (∆χ 2 (1) = 10.852, p < .01). This indicated that the U.S. and South 
African groups significantly differed in these interrelationships between perceived 
parental control, restructuring ability, and leisure motivation. 
 
Table 3 and Figure 1 reported the results of estimations of the final model. Restructuring 
ability had a significant negative association with amotivation with the relation being 
stronger for the U.S. group (b = −.503, p < .01) than SA group (b = −.109, p < .01). In 
addition, restructuring ability was significantly, positively associated with autonomous 
motivation with the association being stronger for South African group (b = .765, p < .01) 
than the U.S. group (b = .589, p < .01). 
 
Perceived parental control was associated with leisure motivations in direct and indirect 
ways, both of which differed between the U.S. and South African groups. In terms of 
direct mechanism, perceived parental control was significantly and positively associated 
with autonomous motivation for the South African group (b = .08, p < .01), but not for the 
U.S. group (b = −.047, p > .05). In addition, perceived parental control was significantly and 
positively associated with amotivation, with the relationship being stronger for the South 
African group (b = .588, p < .01) than U.S. group (b = .285, p < .01). As for the indirect 
mechanism, the association of perceived parental control with leisure motivation was 
https://repository.uwc.ac.za/
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partially mediated by restructuring ability among U.S. adolescents following guidelines 
from MacKinnon, Lockwood, Hoffman, West, and Sheets (2002). Specifically, parental 
control was significantly, negatively associated with restructuring ability (b = −.137, p < 
.05), which in turn was significantly associated with both amotivation and autonomous 
amotivation. The test of indirect effects (Sobel, 1982, 1986) of perceived parental control 
on amotivation (b = .069; p < .05) and autonomous motivation (b = −.08, p < .05) also 
supported this conclusion. For the South African group, however, parental control did not 
have a significant indirect effect (through restructuring ability) on leisure motivation. 
For both the U.S. and South African groups, perceived parental control and 
restructuring ability explained a substantive percentage of variance of amotivation (US: 
R2    .435 vs. SA: R2 = .362) and autonomous motivation (US: R2 = .625 vs. SA: R2 = 
.669) (figure 1.) 
 
 
Discussion 
This research contributes to adolescent leisure and youth development literature by 
providing some insight on how leisure-related constructs and their associations may be 
similar or different in two distinct cultural contexts. We compared findings from two 
samples from low-socioeconomic areas, with the South African sample being more urban 
than the sample from the United States. In the first step we found that the factorial 
structure and loadings of the constructs of interests were invariant across the two samples, 
providing evidence of measurement equivalence. In the second step, however, results 
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showed that the determinants of leisure motivations differed between the two samples. The 
amount of variance explained in all models was relatively high (R2 values ranged from 
.362 to .669). Interpreting and explaining the cross-sample differences in this study, 
however, can be a challenging task because the causes of these differences may be 
environmental, economic, and cultural (Kag˘ ıtçıba s¸ı, 2007). Due to the design of this 
research, it is difficult to separate one possible cause from the others. In addition, the 
rapid social, political, and technological changes occurring as a result of globalization 
further increase the complexity in interpreting cross-cultural differences in adolescent 
leisure (Larson & Wilson, 2004). 
 
Consistent with self-determination theory (SDT; Ryan & Deci, 2000a), we found that 
restructuring ability was negatively associated with amotivation, however, the association 
was stronger among U.S. than South African adolescents. We also found that restructuring 
ability was positively related to autonomous motivation in both samples, with the 
association being stronger among South African than U.S. adolescents. These findings 
suggests that adolescents who are able to make things more interesting for themselves are 
typically those who have reasons for what they do in their free time and are internally 
driven. Silbereisen and Eyferth (1986) suggested that purposeful and goal-oriented 
action that expresses values or solves problems leads to healthy adolescent development. 
In essence their perspective suggests that development does not just happen to 
adolescents; they must put forth effort to make things happen for themselves. In their 
conceptualization, free choice is important, as is the importance of cultural context and 
social regulations. They termed this phenomenon as “development as action-in-context” 
and suggest that adolescents who are self-regulated in their environments are really 
helping themselves from a developmental perspective. Our findings lend credibility to the 
universality of the development as action-in-context idea, which was initially developed 
based on research done on adolescents in Germany. The ability to restructure one’s 
situation in context is a skill that is related to positive developmental outcomes (lower 
levels of amotivation and higher levels of autonomous motivation) in this study in both 
samples. 
 
The strength of these associations between samples, however, calls into question whether 
there may be some underlying differences between the two samples. The association 
between restructuring ability and amotivation was stronger for the U.S. than the South 
African sample. This difference may be related to the different developmental contexts in 
the two nations and in particular the two samples. In terms of leisure, South African 
adolescents have fewer resources, face more constraints, and have less adult guidance for 
healthy leisure than U.S. adolescents (Wegner, 2011). The South African sample came 
from a geographic area characterized by those issues. Because of that, South African 
adolescents may be less effective in using their restructuring ability to alleviate boredom 
during free time (e.g., a cook cannot make a good meal without the necessary cookware and 
ingredients). This may have resulted in a weakened impact of restructuring ability on 
amotivation among South African adolescents. In contrast, although the U.S. sample came 
from an under-resourced and low socio-economic area, youth in that sample had more 
opportunities at school and even in out-of-school contexts than their South African 
counterparts, and parents were generally more involved in facilitating recreational 
opportunities. 
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Also in line with self-determination and action-in-context theories is that restructuring 
ability had a positive association with autonomous motivation. However, it is somewhat 
surprising that the association was stronger among South African adolescents, which 
may be related to the availability of leisure time. South African adolescents generally 
have abundant free time (Kingdon & Knight, 2004; Wegner, 2011; Wegner & Magner, 
2002). This may enable South African adolescents with restructuring ability to do more 
what they want or like to do and experience more sense of self-determination in their free 
time than their U.S. adolescents. 
 
Perceived parental control had a significant negative association with restructuring ability 
for U.S. adolescents. This indicates that parental control may have limited the U.S. 
adolescents’ opportunities of developing appropriate leisure restructuring ability, perhaps 
by undermining their ability to take action-in-context (e.g., Mageau et al., 2015; 
Silbereisen & Eyferth, 1986). For South African adolescents, however, perceived parental 
control had a nonsignificant, positive association with restructuring ability. It is possible 
that U.S. and South African parents’ control focused on somewhat different things in 
adolescents’ free time, or in South Africa, parental control operates in a way that does not 
negatively affect the development of restructuring ability. For example, Kag˘ ıtçıba s¸ı (2007) 
reported evidence that strict parental control leads to negative behavior in Euro-American 
youth but not among African American youth. 
 
She then stated, “this is an important finding that challenges commonly held assumptions 
in psychology and shows that what is assumed to be human nature may be culture” (p. 30). 
She further suggests that it is useful to understand the desired level of dependence-
independence between parents and children in the socialization process. 
 
Along these same lines, perceived parental control was positively associated with 
amotivation, but the association was stronger among South African adolescents. The positive 
relationship between perceived parental control and amotivation is consistent with self-
determination theory and previous studies that found that excessive control from 
parents will deprive or dampen a sense of autonomy among adolescents, making them feel 
unintentional and uninterested in the leisure activities (Caldwell et al., 1999; Mageau et al., 
2015; Ryan et al., 1983). The differences in the strength of the association between U.S. 
and South African samples may be explained as follows. South African adolescents in 
this study are raised in a more collectivistic culture and have low socioeconomic status. 
These two factors are typically associated with a hierarchical family structure 
(Kag˘ ıtçıba s¸ı, 2007; Leake & Black, 2005; Triandis, 1995). In such family contexts, South 
African adolescents are more likely to perceive themselves as subordinates to the parents 
and to accept control from their parents. With less negotiation from adolescents 
themselves, the parental control is likely to cause more loss of autonomy and in turn have 
a stronger association with amotivation among South African adolescents. 
 
On the other hand, the association between perceived parental control and autonomous 
motivation was only significant for South African adolescents; perceived parental control 
had a small but significant and positive association with autonomous motivation. Thus 
perception of parental control by South African adolescents was associated with higher 
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levels of both amotivation and autonomous motivation. It is possible that parental 
control may influence autonomous motivation in the South African sample in two 
opposite mechanisms (Shrout & Bolger, 2002) demonstrating the need to consider the 
cultural context of the South African sample. On one hand, parental control may negatively 
affect autonomous motivation by decreasing the sense of autonomy perceived by 
adolescents in their free time. On the other hand, for the South African sample in this 
study who are at high risk for unhealthy leisure activities (e.g., substance use, risky sexual 
behaviors; Frank, Esterhuizen, Jinabhai, Sullivan, & Taylor, 2008; Pasche & Myers, 2012) 
parental control may positively affect autonomous motivation by promoting healthy leisure 
activities and protecting against risky behaviors. In such an environment, it is possible that 
parental control exerts slightly more positive than negative influence on youth development 
and leisure motivation. However, this is only a speculation, and needs to be examined in 
the future. 
 
Implications for interventions 
As researchers work to solve problems, they realize that what works in one country may 
not work in another, making it necessary to engage in a deliberate effort to understand 
how the theoretical foundations of such programs may operate differently across 
cultural/national contexts. Our results suggest that development of leisure amotivation and 
autonomous motivation may differ across cultures, although the constructs are 
generalizable. Thus, researchers need to pay special attention when interventions related 
to these two types of motivations are adapted from one nation/culture to another. 
 
Our study was limited in the set of variables used to begin to explore the associations among 
parental control, motivation, and internally regulated behavior. However, from a practical  
perspective our study suggests that program providers and/or researchers should fully 
explore the role of parental control in adolescent leisure motivation, and integrate parental 
control into prevention interventions. From these set of analyses we can suggest that 
prevention interventions in the United States should focus on developing adolescents’ 
leisure restructuring ability as it alone strongly affects both amotivation and autonomous 
motivation. In South Africa, however, the programs should consider addressing both 
adolescents’ leisure structuring ability and parental control, which to some extent may 
require collaboration between schools and families. 
 
Limitations, future research, and conclusion 
This research has limitations that must be kept in mind when considering the findings. 
First, both U.S. and South African samples consisted of adolescents from one geographic 
area in each nation and one sample was more urban than the other, although both areas 
were characterized in a low socioeconomic status category. Although this may be a 
limitation in that the samples were not deliberately matched, it is a strength when one 
considers the robustness of the theoretical constructs in the two samples. Future research 
should use more representative data to test the generalizability of the finding of this 
research. Second, both perceived parental control and restructuring ability were reported 
by adolescents themselves. Although we feel the self-reported measures better predict 
leisure motivations, future research could use other ways to measure these two constructs. 
For example, researchers may use an objective approach to measure adolescents’ 
restructuring ability or have parents report the levels of control they have over adolescents’ 
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use of free time. In addition, future studies may measure and distinguish paternal and 
maternal control (Collins & Russell, 1991; Hart, De Wolf, Wozniak, & Burts, 1992) since 
they may have different impact on leisure motivations and adolescent development. Third, 
the data are from two different interventions, and a small number of items/questions had to 
be dropped because they were not shared by both surveys. For example, only two items were 
used to measure perceived parental control. Although the measurement model was 
acceptable according to the results of confirmatory factor analysis, there is room to 
improve the measurement in future studies. Fourth, although we offered explanation for 
the cross-cultural differences found in this study, the underlying mechanisms for some 
relationships and diff rences need further exploration. For example, future research may 
want to investigate why restructuring ability had a weaker association with amotivation in 
South Africa than in the United States. Another interesting question is why perceived 
parental control had a small positive effect on autonomous motivation in South Africa. 
Researchers may answer these questions by conducting qualitative studies or identifying 
potential mediators and/or moderators in these processes (Curry & Nunez-Smith, 2015). 
Fifth, according to this study, parents play an important role in shaping adolescents’ 
leisure motivations. Therefore future studies should expand our knowledge in this area. 
Besides parental control, researchers may study the impact of different types of parenting 
styles (e.g., authoritative, permissive, and authoritarian; Baumrind, 1991) on adolescents’ 
leisure motivations and behaviors in different nations/cultures. 
 
Despite these limitations, this study examined the cross-cultural differences in terms of 
how perceived parental control and restructuring ability affect adolescents’ leisure 
motivations, an area not addressed previously. The findings of this study revealed that for 
adolescents in different countries, perceptions of parental control and restructuring ability 
might operate differently during the development of leisure motivation. In addition to 
offering implications for designing culturally valid leisure-based interventions, this study 
calls for more cross-national/cultural research in adolescent leisure motivation and 
behaviors. 
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